1401 H Street, N.W.
Suite 1020

Washington, D.C. 20005
Office 202/326-3815

eriteCh '[IJTr?sétb :( Smith

Federal Relations

February 25, 1997 .. "ARTE OR LATE FILED

Mr. William F. Caton '
Acting Secretary Q@O
Federal Communications Commission 4‘. @/k
1919 M Street, NW %,( & 2
2 D

Room 222

J
Washington, DC 20554 % %,
Yo
Re: Ex Parte Statement %%%%

CC Docket 96-98

Dear Mr. Caton:

On February 25, 1997, a joint meeting was held between Ameritech, AT&T and
members of the Commission staff. Representing Ameritech were John Lenahan,
Lynn Starr, Dan Kocher, Jim Smith, and Gary Phillips. Representing AT&T were
Bruce Cox, Bruce Bennett, Leonard Cali, Wayne Fonteix and Robert Falcone.
Members of the Commission present at the meeting were Richard Metzger,
Richard Welch, Jim Schlichting, Suzanne Tetreault, Sherille Ismail, Donald
Stockdale, Ed Krachme, Paul Gallant, Vaikunth Gupta, David Ellen, Doug
Slotten, Kalpak Gude, Lisa Gelb, and Pat DeGraba.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss Ameritech's position as set forth in
the above referenced docket. The attached material was used as part of our
discussion.

Sincerely, ' ~

Attachment
cc:  Richard Metzger, FCC
Bruce Cox, AT&T
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Ameritech will share capacity on a route specific basis with CLECs
requiring less than an entire DS-1 to handle their traffic between 2
switches. If a CLEC requires transport at greater than this capacity, it
must purchase a dedicated DS-1. For example, if a CLEC requires 36
circuits, it could purchase from Ameritech a dedicated DS-1 for 24 circuits

and could share with Ameritech the capacity needed for the additional 12
circuits.

PRICING

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BETWEEN AN AMERITECH
SWITCH AND A CLEC SWITCH:

Both shared capacity and dedicated facilities will be priced at a monthly
pro-rated flat rate. Ameritech can not technically offer minute of use
(MOVU) pricing because minutes are measured at the originating switch.
Unless both switches are Ameritech switches, Ameritech has no way to
measure the minutes of use. Unbundled switching must be purchased
separately on the Ameritech switch side.

IF TRAFFIC IS BEING TRANSPORTED BETWEEN 2 AMERITECH
SWITCHES:

Shared capacity can be priced on a MOU basis or monthly pro-rated flat
rate because Ameritech has the capability to measure the traffic at the
originating switch. Unbundled switching much be purchased separately.
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444 Michigan Avenue
Aoom 1750
Detroit, MI 48226
Office: 313-223-8033
Faxx 313-496-5208

February 24, 1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secratary

Michigan Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909
Re: MPSC Case Nos. U-11151 and U-11152.
Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the abovc-referenced case is an original and ff-
teen copies of Ameritech Michigan’s Response to Staff's Recommendations.

Very truly yours,

Y ¥/

Enclosure
cc: All Parties of Record
CAAjkt



STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of the petition of AT&T
Communications of Michigan, Inc., for
arbitration to establish an interconnection
agreement with Ameritech Michigan.

Case No. U-11151

e’ o N N N’

In the matter of the petition of Ameritech
Michigan for arbitration to establish an
interconnection agreement with AT&T
Communications of Michigan, Inc.

Case No. 1J-11152

e’ e’ Nt N

AMERITECH MICHIGAN'S RESPONSE TO STAFF'S RECOMMENDATION

Ameritech Michigan' submits the following response to Staffs
February 20, 1997 recommendation on the two outstanding interconnection
agreement issues.

Initially, Ameritech Michigan concurs with Staff’s recommendation (p.
9) that the Commission should require that the parties submit for the Commission’s
approval a signed agreement incorporating the Commission’s resolution of the two
open issues, as well as the decisions in the Commission’s original November 26,

1896 arbitration decision.* However, Ameritech Michigan is concerned that the

! Michigan Bell Telephono Company, a Michigan corporation, is & wholly owned subaidiary of
Amaritech Carporation, which owns the former Boll operating companies in the states of Michigan,
Mlinais, Wisconsin, Indiana, and Ohio. Michigan Bell offors telecammunications services and
operates undor tha names “Amoritech” and “Amoeritach Michigan” (used interchangoably herein),
pursuant in aesumed name filings with the state of Michigan.

2 Amoritech Michigan would also roquest that Stall idontify any other issues it believes need to be
addressed by the parties in finalizing the iatcrcunnection agreement no later than tho issuance of



lack of a specific time frame in which to submit the signed agreement could further
delay the process of obtaining final approval of the agreement and forestall
Ameritech Michigan’s ability to compete in the provision of long distance service.
For this reason, Ameritech Michigan strongly urges the Commission, as it has in
every other arbitration order, to rcquire the parties to submit an agreement in
conformity with the Commission's dacision within no more than 10 days of the
Commission’s order. Given the limited scope of the remaining matters at issue (as
compared to the broad scope of issues which have been addressed in other

arbitration decisions), this 10 day time frame cannot legitimately be argued to

present a hardship to AT&T or any other party.

ISSVEX
UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

1. Discussion

Ameritech Michigan accepts Staffs recommendation that thc rates
established on an interim basis as a result of the Commission’s December 12, 1996
orders in Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156 for ports, as specified in Advice No.
2438B, be incorporated as the price in the AT&T interconnection agreement for
unbundled local switching. Ameritech Michigan also concurs that any reference to
a “Michigan port” in the agreement should be deleted.

the Commission’s order, so that such issues can be addressod by the parties in the signed
agrcomant.



For purposes of clarification, Ameritech Michigan notes that it does
not believe that the interim rates for unbundled local switching recommended by
Staff cover the cost of providing that service. However, Ameritech Michigan is
willing to accept Staff's recommendation on an interim basis, recognizing that the
issues of the appropriate costs and prices for this service on a going-forward basis
will be established as a result of the Commission’s decision in Case No.T]-11280.
Ameritech Michigan would also note, for purposes of clarification, that the
development of the costs and the resultant rates for the services described in Advice
No. 2438B did not originally include the central office features which are part of the
unbundled local switching service defined in the AT&T arbitration agreement; the
so-called “Michigan port” was never even at issue in the arbitration. It will be
necessary to address this issue in Case No. U-11280. In Case No. U-11280,
Ameritech Michigan has presented cost anélyses of ports, both with features and
without features. To the extent that the Michigan port, as suggested by Staff, is the
same as unbundled local switching and includes features, any rate which will result
from the proceedings in Case No. U-11280 will have to take into account the costs of
features.

The attached format of the “switching” section of the pricing achedule
includes the rates established in Advice No. 2438B for both “basic line ports” and
“ground start line port” Note that the document attached to Staffs
recommendation had struck out the reference to “ground start line port, per port,”

even though this element was included in Advice No. 2438B. Consistent with



Staffs recommendation, this element should be included in the AT&T pricing
schedule.

In addition, the marked-up document attached to Staffs
recommendation scratched out a number of items where prices were not
established, althaugh the description of the service was included (i.e., where rates
are shown as “TBD,” or to be dstermined). Although AT&T may not have requested
the Commission to establish arbitrated rates for these switching elements, the
services were defined in connection with the agreement between the parties. Each
version of the pricing schedule attached to the agreement submitted to the
arbitration panel included these agreed-upon classifications of services. To attempt
to strike the services out now would rewrite the agreement of the partiés. The
Commission’s decision, and the preceding arbitration panel decision, aﬁproved the
agreement of the parties on issues which were not in dispute. The clasgification of
these sorvices between the parties were not in dispute and should not be stricken
from the agreement at this time. At some later date, prices may he established in

some other context,’ or if AT&T requests the particular elements, rates may be
established to replace the TBDs.

2. Specific Recommendation
Consistent with Staffs recommendation, and 10 avoid any further

confusion, Ameritech Michigan recommends that the Commission specifically direct

the parties that the “Switching” section of the pricing schedule attached to the

¥ For example, prices for all these elements have been proposed in Case No. U-11280 and aro
currontily the eubject of a mation Lo got intorim raten.
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January 29, 1997 signed version of the contract be amended only in thé following
respects. The item noted on page 5 of the pricing schedule as “Line Side Port
Without Vertical Features ... 54 Cents” should be deleted, the rates established in
Advice No. 2438B should be inserted for “Basic Line Port, Per Port” and “Ground
Start Line Port, Per Port” on page B, and that AT&T’s addition on page 7 of the

language under the heading “Michigan Ports” be deleted.

ISSUE 11

PRICING OF SHARED TRANSMISSION FACILITIES

1. Discussion

Staffs second recommendation addresses the price for Shared
Interoffice Transmission Facilities. The interconnection agreement defines Shared
Transport Transmission Kacilities as “a biu:':ng arrangement where two (2) or more
carriers share the features, functions and capabilities of transmission facililies
between the same types of locations as deseribed for dedicated transport in Sections
1.1 and 1.2 preceding and share the costs.” See Schedule 9.2.4-1.3. The locations
described in Section 1.1 are two Ameritech Michigan central offices, which could be
either end-offices or tandems, connected by transport facilities. Section 1.2
describes transport facilities between an Ameritech Michigan central office (either
an end-office or a tandem), and AT&T’s wire center.

Ameritech Michigan believes that Staff's recommendation on this issue

1s inconsistent with the plain language of the federal Act mandating local transport



unbundled from switching and with the requirements of the FCC's Rules and
Order. Staff's recommendation on the pricing of shared transmission facilities is
based on two assumptions. First, Staff states that: “Ameritech M1ch1;an does not
believe that it is obligated under the FCC Rules to permit the trafﬂ;c of other
providers to be carried on the same facility as the traffic of Ameritech Michigan.”
Staff Recommendation at p. 7. Second, Staff says that Ameritech Michigan’s
proposal is inconsistent with rules the FCC adopted in its First Report and Order
issued on August 8, 1996 in CC Docket 96-98 because it would not permit the
“usage-sensitive or a flat-rate charge ..." options that the MPSC is entitled to adopt.
Staff Recommendation at p. 8. Neither assumption aécurately reflects Ameritech
Michigan’s position. Therefore, Ameritech Michigan requests that Staff's
recommendation be modified to reflect that AT&T has the option of 'a flat-rate
charge or a usage sensitive charge, as described below.

Ameritech Michigan will share interoffice transmission facilities with
other requesting carriers, including AT&T, where capacity is available. Ameritech
Michigan will offer two pricing options to the requesting carrier that sliares these
facilities. The first option is a flat rate circuit capacity charge that is based on the
pro-rated capacity of the facility. Requesting carriers can order one circuit (DS-0)
or multiple circuits, however, if twenty-four circuits are ordered, a dedicated DS-1
facility should be provided. Staffs recommendation should be modified to require
that footnote 10 in Item V. E., Pricing Schedule 9, be changed to clarify that at
AT&T's option, it can share up to 24 DS-Os with Ameritech Michigan on a pro-rata

basis based on the rates in Ameritech Michigan’s FCC Tariff No. 2, Section 7.5.9.
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This pro rata flat rate charge applies to shared transport facilities between
Ameritech Michigan's central offices (“Section 1.1” locations) and :to shared
transport facilities between an Ameritech Michigan central office and AT&T’s wire
center (“Section 1.2” locations).

A second per minute of use pricing option is available to AT&T for
shared transport facilities between two Ameritech Michigan central office switches
where AT&T obtains unbundled switching network elements (i.e., trunk ports).
The per minute price for this usage-based option should be the two interoffice
facilities rate elements in Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff 2, Section 6.9.1, i.e,,
“Tandem-Switched Termination Per Access Minute” (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC
Tariff No. 2, 37th Revised Page 207) and “Tandem-Switched Facility Per Access
Minute Per Mile” (see Ameritech Michigan’s FCC Tariff No. 2, 37th Revised Page
207). Staff's recommendation should requiré that the usage sensitive opﬁon in Item
V. E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per trunk port on a per
minutc of use basis. The per minute charge should bc the tariff charges for
“tandem-switched termination” and “tandem-switched facility” referenced above.

Ameritech Michigan’s proposal to share up to 24 DSOs per trunk port
is based on basic network design and architecture. The smallest trunk port on a
digital switch can accommodate up to 24 DSOs, which equals a DS-1 signal level.
Sharing, therefore, should be limited to a demand capacity of less than 24 DSOs for
each trunk port; quantities of 24 DSOs or more for a given route would justify a

dedicated facility. For example, if AT&T projects a demand of 36 DSOs on a given



trunk route, Ameritech Michigan's proposal would require AT&T to purci:ase a DS-
1 (i.e., 24 DSOs) on a dedicated basis, and Ameritech Michigan and AT&T would
share 12 DSOs, each on another trunk port. If AT&T's actual demand for a given
trunk port equals 24 DSOs, by network design, there is no “sharing” opportunity. If
AT&T's demand is less than 24 DSOs on a given trunk port, sharing is possible.

Switching related rate elements must be excluded from the price for
shared interoffice transmission facilities because, as the MPSC and the FCC both
have recognized, TA96 specifically requires that these facilities must be unbundled
from switching or other services. Therefore, Staffs recommendation should be
clarified to exclude any switching related rate elements from the price for shared
transmission facilities. These rate elements to be excluded are those in Ameritech
Michigan's FCC Tanff 2, Section 6.9. which relate to switching, i.e. “Tandem
Switching Per Access Minute” (see Ameritéch Michigan FCC No. 2, Tth Revised
Page 207.1), “Residual Charge Per Access Minute” (see Ameritech Michigan FCC
No. 2, 4th Revised Page 207.2), and “Bundled Local Switching” (see Ameritech
Michigan FCC No. 2, 48th Revised Page 214).

In the rules it adopted in its First Report and Order in Docket 96-98,
the FCC established “interoffice transmission facilities” as an unbundled network
element. 47 C.F.R. Section 51.319(d). The FCC did so, in part, to meet the
checklist requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v).* This checklist item requires
“[LJocal transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carriex switch

unbundled from switching or other services.” (emphasis added) The MPSC



recently agreed that the “interoffice transmission facilities” netwoik element
prescribed in the FCC's First Report and Order is the checklist item listed in
Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) 5

Because Section 271(c)(2)B)(v) requires that interoffice transmission
facilitics must be unbundled from switching and other services, the FCC defined
this network element in its rules as heing only those facilities hetween switches.

Interoffice transmission facilities are defined as

incumbent LEC transmission facilities dedicated to a

paxticular customer or carrier, or shared by more than
one customer or carrier,

that provide telecommunications
between wire centers owned by incumbent LECs or
requesting telecommunications carriers, or between
switches owned by incumbent LECs or requesting

telecommunications carriers.®
To ensure that the required separation of interoffice transmission facilities and
switching was complete, the FCC defined ifiteroffice transmission facilities as one
unbundled network element,” and defined switching — including local and tandem
switching —as separate unbundled network clements.! Consistent with the FCC’s
determinations. the Interconnection Agreement treats tandem switching separate

from interoffice transmission. See Schedule 9.2.3., Section 2.0 “Tandem Switching”;

1 1"'u'lt Report and Ordor, toxt aocompanymg l'n 986

(“In its Rulos usued on August 8 1996 the FCC delmented seven unbundled network element.a that
must be provided in order to comply with Section 251(0)(3) of the Act. [citing Lo 47 C.FR. 51.319).
Tive of these items are specifically delineated as checklist items: local loop (item iv), switching
capability (item vi), m:gﬁmmmmumm_) signaling neiworks and call-related
databascs (item x), and operator rervicos and directory assistunce (item vii).” (emphasis added).

847 C.F.R. Section 51.319(d)(1). (empharis added).

71d.




see also Pricing Schedule Item V.C. “Switching” at p. 8 ‘“Unbundleéd Tandem
Switching, Usage Without Tandem Trunking.”

Ameritech Michigan's proposal to share its interoffice facilities gives
full meaning to the sharing requirements included in the FCC's definition of
“shared” interoffice transmission facilitics but — unlikec AT&T’s “common” transport
proposal — which by its own admission combines transport and switching -
Ameritech Michigan’s proposal does no violence to the plain and simple language of
checklist Section 271(c)(2)(B)(v) which imposes the requirement of “[lJocal
transport from the trunk side of a wireline local exchange carrier switch
unbundled from switching or other services.” (emphasis added).

2. Specific Recommendation

To provide pricing for shared transport consistent with the federal Act
and the FCC Rules and Order, Ameritech Michigan recommends the following three
specific revisions to Staff's recommendations:

(G) Staff's recommendation should be modified to require that footnote
10 in Item V.E,, Pricing Schedule 9, be changed to clarify that at AT&T's optien, it
can share up to 24 DSOs with Ameritech Michigan on a pro rata basis based on the
rates in Ameritech Michigan’s FCC Tariff No. 2, Section 7.5.9.

(i) Staffs recommendation should be revised to require that the usage
sensitive option in Item V.E. be revised to permit AT&T to order up to 24 DSOs per

trunk port on a per minute of use basis. The per minute charge should be the tariff

charge for “l'andem-Switched Termination Per Access Minute” (see Ameritech

8 47 C.F.R. Section 51.319(c)(1) and (2). See also FMirst Report and Order at fn. 987.
10



Michigan’s FCC Tariff No. 2, 37% Revised Page 207) and “Tandem-Switched
Facility Pex Access Minute Pex Mile® (see Ameritech Michigan's FCC Tariff No. 2,
37+ Revised Page 207).

(lii) Staffs recommendation should be clarified to excludé from the
price for shared transmission facilitics any switching related rate elements. These
rate elements to be excluded are those in Ameritech Michigan’s FCC Tariff 2,
Section 6.9, which relate to switching, i.e., “Tandem Switching Per Access Minute”
(see Ameritech Michigan FCC No. 2, 7* Revised Page 207.1), “Residual Charge Per
Access Minute” (see Ameritech Michigan FCC No. 2, 4t Revised Page 207.2), and

“‘Bundled Local Switching” (see Ameritech Michigan FCC No. 2, 48* Revised Page
214).

CONCLUSION

Ameritech Michigan requests that the Commission adopt its foregoing
recommendations to resolve the two open issues. Ameritech Michigan also

reiterates its request that the Commission require that a signed agreement

11



lncorporating the Commission’s decision be jointly submitted for approval within 10
days.

Respectfully submitted,

AMERITECH MICHIGAN

A. HOLMES (P24071)
CRAIG'A. ANDERSON (P28968)
444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, Michigan 48226

(313) 223-8033

Dated: February 24, 1997
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